records in which most of the work done by the Justices of the Peace is recorded. These officials had to concern themselves for various reasons with many of the cases of lunacy that occurred among the lower and middle social classes. Being magistrates, the Justices had to deal with breaches of the peace, either actually committed or threatened by the insane. They had to decide various medico-legal problems connected with lunacy; among these was the difficult one as to how far lunatics can be held responsible for their deeds. The Justices, in their capacity as principal administrators of Local Government, had to supervise the administration of the Poor Law Act, which was passed in 1601 (43 Eliz. c. 2), as it was carried out by the parish officers. Being unable to work, lunatics were eligible for poor relief, but before an allowance was granted, the authorities had to be satisfied that the nearest relatives of these persons were, financially or otherwise, incapable of maintaining them. The upkeep of an insane person put a heavy financial burden on his family, especially if his type of lunacy made it necessary that he should be kept closely guarded. Therefore families which, strictly speaking, were not poor, tried to obtain an allowance from their parishes.
Another reason why the Justices often had to concern themselves with the management of lunacy arose from the fact that once the houses of correction had been established (in accordance with an Act of Parliament passed in 1609), it soon became the practice to admit dangerous lunatics to these institutions; no person, however, could be admitted to such a house, or released from it, without an order issued at a quarter-sessions.
The medical writers of the seventeenth century knew only two types of lunacy, melancholy and madness; synonyms for the latter type were mania and fury. They all stressed the necessity of the proper management of the mentally ill. Burton in his "Anatomy of Melancholy" even put "recreation and exercise before physicks". He suggested that melancholic persons should be entertained with "mirth and merry", should be taken on a journey, &c. Willis (1685) only partly agreed with these suggestions, because he was of the opinion that in the management of melancholic persons harsh measures are also sometimes necessary, because "the affectations of the mind-are either to be appeased or subdued by others opposite". As examples he suggested that "to desperate Love ought to be applied or shewed indignation and hatred; Sadness is to be opposed with the flatteries of Pleasure, Musick -or also pannick terror". For the management of the mad, general opinion was in favour of very harsh treatment. According to Willis, it was necessary to resort to "threatening, bonds or strokes as well as Physick". He was convinced that "for the curing of mad people, there is nothing more effectual or necessary than the reverence or standing in awe of such as they think their Tormentors". McMenemey (1955) has pointed out that before one condemns this method of management, one has to remember that in many cases restraint was necessary for the sake of the lunatic persons themselves. Willis' statement, however, makes it clear that harsh treatment of the insane was advocated not only for the sake of restraint, but also because it was thought that punishment was necessary and beneficial. This paper is mainly based on an investigation of Lancashire quarter-sessions records, of which records only very few have been published so far. Reference to the management of lunacy can be found in the sessions rolls, in the orderbooks and in the petitions which were presented to the Justices. The entries in the sessions rolls and in the orderbooks contain, as a rule, only few details; it is stated that such and such a person was found to be distracted or to be lunatic, and the decision of the Justices as to what was to be done with him is given. The petitions are a much richer source of information, because the petitioners, who were either relatives or representatives of the parish, being anxious to obtain a favourable decision, informed the Justices about various details, e.g. about the age of the insane person, about the type and the duration of his illness, about the attempts made to keep him confined. Quite frequently thereare also references to the economic conditions of the relatives of the lunatic person. The petitioners used a large number of expressions to describe the mental state of the person on whose behalf they presented the petition. The persons are described as being mad, melancholic, lunatic, frantic, raving, furious, frensic, crazed, hunted, non compos mentis; or it is stated that they are distracted in their mind, in their senses or in their wits; or that they are suffering from a trouble in their brain. Of the various medical terms which appear in the petitions, the term "melancholy" is most often used, very likely because this diagnosis was one of the favourite diagnoses of the period. As the petitions were written by lay people, it was inevitable that medical terms were not always used correctly. In a petition, presented in 1654, a description of a melancholic man is given which seems to correspond with the current idea of this form of mental illness. Some parishioners informed the Justices that a man throu falling into a sudden and sad Melancholie never since has been able to follow any calling -that pitifully he would walke upon the greene night after night not come in any house or take meate but by much force-by continuance in this course and by want of dressing washing and looking too his head was so festered and corrupted (the like seldone heard of) that the grubbs had almost eaten in to his braine all over his head.
The petitioners, who were asking for an allowance for the man, went on to say that they forced him to a house provided a woman to dress and to take care of him his head is somewhat better though not his disease and it is fearful he wilbe lost through want of subsistance (Q.S.P.
102/4).
In other petitions, however, melancholic persons are described as being "unruly", or it is stated that they are "hard to be governed". When a petition was presented on behalf of a non-dangerous lunatic person, the Justices were, as a rule, merely asked to grant an allowance or to increase a previously granted allowance which had become inadequate. In 1673 for example the widow of a schoolmaster protested against a decision of the parish officers to reduce the allowance for her daughter who hath beene Melancholick in a verie strange manner and sadlie distracted to the great wonder of all her neighbours (Q.S.P. 409/1). The parish officers had to take charge of those lunatic persons who had no relatives to take care of them. In 1626 the Justices ordered that the churchwardens and overseers of the poor of a parish had to take care of a woman who is lunaticke and is not of Abilitie to mayntayne and keepe herselfe and forasmuch as this Court is informed that neyther her parents nor any of her Kinsfolke are of Abilitie to mayntayne and keepe her (Q.S.P. 26/57).
Or in 1674 the overseers of a parish were ordered to provide a lunatic person called Jack a Cobbs with a coate a shirt and cap and other necessaries (Q.S.P.
425/27).
Insane persons who had become the charge of the parish were "tabled" with one of the parishioners and, consequently, one can find in parish accounts an occasional entry like that in the account book of the Manchester constables. In 1646 they made a note that they had paid 3s. to a man "for Diet" of a woman "being distracted" (Earwaker).
Petitions concerning the mad, the raving, the frantic, the frenzied, in one word the dangerous lunatics, were presented either by relatives who could no longer deal with the situation, or by neighbours and other parishioners who felt themselves being threatened. Very often in these petitions the Justices were told in the short and tense phrases so typical of seventeenth century style, about the harm which the lunatics had already done-or were liable to do-either to themselves or to others. The Justices were also informed about the measures taken so far to see that the lunatics do not "spoyle themselves or others". For example, the petitioners reported that they had kept their insane relative chained or bound in a house, that they had to call in neighbours to help or that they had been forced to hire special guards.
The Justices had three possible methods of dealing with these cases. They could decide that the nearest relatives were capable of looking after the insane. An example is the decision they reached in 1653. They had been informed about a woman who is and hath beene distracted of her senses and hath for a long tyme beene suffered in that distracted condition to wander and begg to the great terror of the people of this commonwealth and they decided that the husband of the woman should give security to provide for her and keepe her from doing mischeeffe or to be bound over (Q.S.P. 79/2).
Several times the Justices granted a special allowance to hire a person to look after the insane. They did so for instance in 1661, when a man applied for relief on behalf of his sister, "a poore distracted woman". He told the Justices that his sister had been able to work until it pleased God that she fell distracted and is troubled by a virulent lunacy in which she hath continued pulling herself and her apparell in pieces to the great danger not only of spoyling herself by some sudden death but to the danger of the neighbours. He mentioned that he is compelled sometymes to bind her and to sitt a keeper or some friend to look for her to prevent further danger (Q.S.P. 215/1).
In 1681 a weekly allowance of 12 pence was granted to a man who complained that his wyffe is extraordinary troubled with a Mellancholic Distemper in soo much that shee is in danger to distroy herselfe if shee should be left in the house for the space of halfe an hour allone and he hath a Child that is About A month above halfe a yeare old and he can not leave his wyffe and go to his worke unlesse he hire Anable person to stay and looke to his wyffe for feare shee distroy herselfe (Q.S.P. 537/6).
In 1684 a man informed the Justices that he was in need of relief because his son havinge beene distracted now for eight yeares soo that he hath beene constrained for the said tyme sometymes to hire three men to attend upon him but never under one (Q.S.P. 587/13). The second possibility was to order the parish officers to provide the means for keeping the insane person under guard. If the Justices regarded the case as a breach of the peace and regarded the lunatic as a "disorderly person", such an order was sent to the constables. In 1627 an order was issued to the officers of a parish to "make provision for Maytenance and habitation" of a man who is to bee lunaticke and out of his Senses during such tyme as hee shall contynue lunatick so that he may be kept close and not comitt any misdemeanour (Orderbook, 1627) .
In 1641 the "24 men of a parish" (the vestry men) were ordered to take care of a man who according to the information given by his wife to the Justices hath fallen by gods Judgment and Visitation into a lunatic frensie and distraction of his witts and senses-hee lyinge bound in Cheanes and ffeathers-every of the neighbours fearfull to come neare into him in his fitts often befallinge upon him both night and day in most fearfull terible shrikes and shoutinge, saveinge his owne naturall father beinge an old and aged man of Threescore and three Yeares of age who often adventures himself into him to keepe him in some awe and subordination (Q.S.P. 1/245).
In 1651 a woman presented a petition on behalf of her husband who hath fallen into a Lunacy and Violent distraction about the space of 5 or 6 weekes agoe and soe doth Continue, he haveinge been distracted before this, but not in soe violent a manner, and upon the last presse hee was taken to serve-and it pleased God that hee fell into a extreame Lunacy, was greivously beaten wounded and turnd home, where hee doth remayne bound up in Iron Chaynes at this present, haveing nothing to releife himselfe withall, but as your peticioner beggs the Alms of Charitable people, nor any to looke to him-beinge lockt to a post.
The woman asked for an order to the constables "to take some Care over him that hee may bee easd of his Chaines", and the Justices decided that the churchwardens and overseers had "to take care and to provide for him" (Q.S.P. 51/1).
In 1668 the Justices issued an order that a widow who is a poore distracted woman and hath lately pulled out one of her Eyes and is wandering aboutand offers violence to her owne Children may be kept by some person to be appoynted by the overseers of the poore when she shalbe found (Q.S.P. 319/23).
All the parish officers were able to do when they received such an order, was to find somebody in the parish who was willing to take the lunatic person into his house and keep him there in safety. The way this was done becomes apparent by a complaint lodged in 1682 by a man who did not receive his promised payment. He complained that the overseers did not pay for the maintenance of a Lunatic who now remains in Chaines at his house and is likely to be starved for want of food.
The overseers were ordered to pay 7 pence weekly "for the keeping of the lunatic" and in the following year the allowance was raised to 12 pence per week (Q.S.P. 570/9 and Q.S.P. 586/9).
The third possibility was to send those dangerous lunatics who no longer could be kept in safety in their parishes, to the house of correction. Sometimes the relatives themselves asked the Justices to issue such an order. For example in 1684 a father asked the Justices to send to the house of correction his son, who hath lately become lunatic and so Melancholick so that he can not rule him (Q.S.P. 593/18). In 1708 the Justices granted an order for the admission to the house of correction of a woman who was described by her husband as being "a daily nuisance to her neighbours". The man explained that he was forced to ask for the order because he had done what he can to help her both by Doctors and by chaining her (Q.S.P. 983/12). Looking through the records which deal with the admission of insane persons to the house of correction, one gets the impression that the Justices used this method not as a routine method. They seemed to have considered each case and it was only as the last resort that a lunatic was sent to the house of correction. In 1684 for example they decided that a lunatic woman should only be sent to this house "unless her brothers will take and relieve her" (Q.S.P. 594/3).
In 1688 the Justices explained why they had decided to send a man to the house of correction. They declared that this man in his lunacy was tabled with a parishioner and was kept and chained-but in his lunacy broake of his Chaines and went to a house and pulled down the slates and spoyled the goods and but for that Neighbours came in would have burnt the house and is a person not fitt to go loose (Orderbook, 1688).
A few records give one the impression that occasionally the Justices might for humanitarian reasons have hesitated to send an insane person to the house of correction. For instance in 1669 they added to an order concerning the admission of a lunatic woman to the house of correction the remark that the woman should be "kept there without whippinge" (Q.S.P. 331/5). In 1671 they left the decision of what to do with a man who was "in a distracted condition" to the parish officers; they could either leave him in the house of correction or convey him "to Bedlam if hereafter it shall be found requisit to send him thither" (Q.S.P. 391/32). This record is the only one which refers to Bedlam, London's mental hospital. Another record, however, shows that the man was kept in the house of correction. One reason why lunatics were not sent more frequently to the house of correction was perhaps the fact that the upkeep of an inmate in this institution was rather expensive. Although the Justices made an order out in every case as to who was responsible for these expenses, either the relatives of the insane person or his parish or both parties together, the masters of the house had difficulties in collecting the payment and were forced to complain to the Justices; occasionally, they even threatened to discharge the lunatic, if no payment was made. One of these complaints throws some light on the conditions under which the insane inmates of the house of correction in Preston were kept. In 1674 the master of the house informed the Justices that a single woman being a distracted lunatic was Comitted to the house of correcton there to be set on worke and kept with reasonable dyett and moderate correcton till shee should be thence delivered by Order of Law and that shee having ever since remained in the house, hath beene in such continuall distraccon that shee could not be broght into any capacity to be fit for any worke your peticioner having for all the time found her meate and drinke at his owne Charge and by reason of her great distemnper hath bin put to much trouble and charge in attendance on her and that all her Cloathes are worne and spoiled so that shee hath not wherewith to Cover her nakedness.
The Justices ordered the parish to which the woman belonged to pay "25s. for the yeare past and £4 a year" (Q.S.P. 420/27).
A few more records are extant which provide information about the treatment of the lunatics in the house of correction. Miss Tollit, who has written on the history of the Lancashire house of correction in Preston (it was established in 1620), has published several bills which had been presented by the master to the quarter-sessions after repairs had been carried out at the house. A bill from the year 1672 contains the following item:
For mendinge the prison bedds in the dungon which weare brokne with a distracted man. . 8s.
A similar entry is to be found in a bill presented in 1703: (Q.S.P. 987/42). It was also left to-the Justices to decide, without the advice of a medical expert, whether the mental condition of a lunatic person who had been confined to the house of correction for some time had improved sufficiently for him to be released. In 1672 the Justices gave an order for the discharge of a lunatic inmate from the house of correction, after a mother had explained to them about her son who about halfe a yeare ago out of some trouble of minde and discontent fell into Melancholly and some Distraccon and thereby becoming unruly was sent to the howse of Correcon at Preston where he hath ever since remained, and is now cleare of his distemper and fit to goe at large without any danger of doing harm to himselfe or others (Q.S.P. 395/20).
Equally, the Justices were asked to intervene and issue an order for readmission to the house of correction, when one of the discharged persons had a relapse. They did so for example in 1663, after they had been informed that an old woman, being discharged from this house, had retumed to her former evill course is agen distracted of hir senses and hath done severall abuses (Q.S.P. 243/33).
The writers of legal commentaries such as Dalton (1635), Coke (1648) and Hale (1778) were unanimously of the opinion that lunatics cannot be held responsible, either in criminal or in civil cases, because, as Dalton said, they "have not knowledge of good and evill". Lunacy was defined as "an involuntary ignorance", in contrast to drunkenness which was regarded as "a voluntary ignorance", for which no excuse can be pleaded. One has to note, however, that Dalton, whilst being convinced that "a mad man is only, and enough punished by his madnesse" thought that insane persons have to be severely treated on account of their behaviour. He stated that, as a father can chastise his child (up to a certain degree), or the governor of a prison has the right to punish his unruly prisoners, so may punish "any man his kins man that is madde".
Those of the Lancashire records which deal with medico-legal questions connected with lunacy, show that the Justices acted in accordance with the rules laid down by Dalton and others. In 1685 they ordered the officers of a parish to take charge of a woman who had been "visited with a deep Melancholy" and had become "very troublesome to deal with". They also arranged a wardship for her, because they asked that the overseers of her parish should "order the affairs" of the woman who "had estate left her from her husband about forty shillings worth" (Q.S.P. 597/7).
In 1669 the Justices granted relief to a woman whose daughter was brought to bedd of a bastard child, and being simple Lunaticke was of no discrecon to father the child (Q.S.P. 344/6).
In 1654 a miscarriage of justice was rectified by the Justices after they had been informed of a man who about six weeks agoe was committed to the common gaole for want of suerties for good behaviour upon information that he broke 3 panes of glass-now it is that the outrage and offence was committed by him by reason of his lunacy and distraction and not of any other bad carriage and behaviour (Q.S.P. 108/5). The decision of the court was that the man should "be set at liberty at his house". In contrast to the Lancashire records, considerable parts of the quarter-sessions records of other counties have already become available in print; so far only entries in the sessions rolls and in the orderbooks have been published. Examination of these records shows, as was to be expected, that the management of lunacy in other parts of England was similar to that outlined for Lancashire. The information provided by the Lancashire records, however, is more detailed, because a large number of petitions are still available. The following few entries of the published records from other counties have been chosen for quotation.
Somerset
In 1613 the Justices decided to send an insane woman to the house of correction after she had set fire to a house, and added to the order that the woman ought to be kept there in such a manner as the law requires for such dangerous and disorderly persons.
In 1622 it was decided that a man shall have £9 yearly out of the benefit of the tenement of his brother a weak mazed man not able to govern himself.
In 1637 the master of the house of correction released a man, described as "a lunaticke and disorderly person", because he did not receive any payment for his upkeep. The Justices decided that the man had to be readmitted and that the parish had to pay if it appeare that he hath no goods of his owne wherewithall to maintaine him there.
Warwickshire In 1655 a girl was brought before the quarter-sessions after a complaint had been received that she pretending herself to be distracted goes peddling up and down disturbing the peace and is abusive and troublesome.
She was sent to the house of correction, after the Justices had decided that her abuses seem to be rather the actions of one set upon mischief than distracted or lunatic.
Buckinghamshire In 1696 a parish was ordered to pay £2 to the master of the house of correction for certain necessaries for keeping a lunatic that killed his wife and has few lucid intervalles.
North Riding
In 1633 a man was ordered to appear before the quarter-sessions to be bound over, but on appearing seemed to be a distressed and distracted person and not capable what he does or says.
Consequently, the parish officers were ordered to take him into their safe-keeping and look to him that he do no harm.
The information on the management of lunacy found in local historical documents is, on account of its nature, not only widely scattered, but also very fragmentary. It is impossible to reconstruct the whole course of events in even a single case of lunacy; it is not known how long the insane had to stay in the houses of correction nor how their lives ended. Nevertheless, this information is of interest. In these records lunacy and its economic consequences are seen from the point of view of the ordinary people and from that of the authorities. An investigation of these records helps one to understand why during the seventeenth century the general attitude towards the insane was bound to be hostile. The descriptions given leave no doubt that in many cases the presence of a lunatic person constituted a real danger to the whole parish. Moreover, since the passing of the Elizabethan Poor Law Statute, the maintenance of such a person had frequently become the responsibility of the parishes whose financial resources were often very limited. One has to add to these facts the general conviction that harsh treatment was not only necessary, but that it was even regarded as being beneficial in the management of the lunatics. The records also make it clear that the legislation on lunacy, passed during the eighteenth century, can be traced back to the methods employed by the Justices of the Peace during the preceding periods. The Statute 17 Geo. II. c. 5, which was passed in 1744, dealt, according to its title, with-rogues, vagabonds, &c. Section 20 of this Act, however, was concerned with the management of lunacy, because lunatics were at this time still regarded as "disorderly persons". The Act gave the Justices the power to have dangerous lunatics "apprehended, and kept safely locked up in some secure Place and (if the Justices find it necessary) to be there chained". Further, it was laid down that either the parish or the relatives of the insane person were to be made responsible for "reasonable charges of removing and keeping, maintaining and curing such Persons during such Restraint". As had happened previously, the Act only made legal those methods which had been already found useful in practice for a long time. The origins of the private mad-houses which from the eighteenth century onwards played such a conspicuous and sad part in the management of the insane, can be found in the method used by the parish officers in the seventeenth century, when they had been ordered to take charge of a lunatic parishioner. From about the third decade of the eighteenth century onwards, no more references to the management of lunacy can be found in the quarter-sessions records. Once the parishes had started to send all the persons who were in need of relief to the workhouses, there was very little opportunity left for the Justices to intervene in the administration of the relief of the poor. If they had to sign an order for the admission of a lunatic to the house of correction or to the workhouse, they did so "out of session", e.g. in their homes. I wish to thank Mr. R. Sharp-France, Archivist of the Lancashire County Council, for having given me the facilities for the investigation of the Lancashire quarter-sessions records.
Miss NIGHTINGALE once wrote "I can always talk better to a medical man than to anyone else". One is therefore encouraged to think that by a study of her relations with doctors it may be possible to get a truer picture of her character than by other lines of investigation. She had many medical interests and no woman in the Victorian era had so much influence on the improvement of the public health. At every stage of her public career she met doctors, and among them were some of her best friends. She was a convinced sanitarian; by her exposure of the bad sanitary conditions in barracks she undoubtedly led to great improvement in the health of our soldiers; and she virtually founded the Army Medical College. She made a brave attempt to classify diseases on a surer basis, and she just failed to institute a uniform system of hospital statistics. All these quite apart from her work on nursing.
We depend for our information chiefly on correspondence and memoranda, and it is only fair to state that in these we often get Miss Nightingale's first sharp reaction to events, a reaction which was often violent and uninhibited. When she came to write for publication, or when discussion with authorities became necessary, she was much more restrained and moderate, and measured her words carefully. Most of Miss Nightingale's work was done without publicity. No one so carefully concealed the part she played. Her seclusion was her defence and her invalidity protected her secrecy. She was a merciless, but usually just, critic of the medical profession and of medical treatment, but she was in no doubt as to the great power which the united profession wielded. She warned Chadwick not to antagonize the doctors and she once stated that though in her book on nursing she had sailed as near the wind as she dared against them, she would have liked to go farther.
She would have made an excellent doctor herself. Here is her view on medical practice: "Medicine is a mere matter of experience of which we do not yet know the rules. If I were a doctor I never would argue with my patient, because then 'he' thinks his argument may be as good as mine. I would say 'this' is the matter, 'that' is what you are to do. If you don't do it, send me away."
A better summary of Miss Nightingale's method of dealing with people in general could not be found. At that time there was little scientific medicine, and her judgment that "there is no great use in physic either way" was, for that time, correct.
Of medical organizations she was very critical. At one time when rearrangement of the franchise was being discussed and Universities were given the vote she wrote: "I won't have the College of Physicians represented, nor the Apothecaries; What! Give the franchise to the greatest credulity in the world, to the blindest adherence to prejudice and predestinationto the most obstinate opposition to all fact and experience-don't give it to the physicians or I'll get up an examination and every one of them will be plucked."
Though well educated in the humanities Miss Nightingale had no training in scientific method, apart from statistics, and she looked askance at the new science of bacteriology.
